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Abstract 
Considering the lack of data surrounding its influences, the current study aims to investigate the influence 
of identification with a geographic community on the alibi generation process. It does this by examining 
three questions: 
• Do geographic cues allow you to identify with an alibi generator, and therefore have bearing on 
the evaluation of said alibi?  
• Does identification with the alibi generator lead to stronger alibi evaluations? 
• Do the answers to the previous two questions indicate bias? 
To do this, 104 students at the University of Dayton were asked to engage in an alibi evaluation scenario 
that judged their opinion on the strength of the alibi and their degree of identification to the alibi generator..  
The results confirmed that geographic indicators can increase the believability of the alibi without 
increasing identification with the alibi generator.  
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Discussion 
Importance 
 By alibi we mean “A plea of having been at the time of the commission of an act 
elsewhere than at the place of commission” (Olson & Wells 2004). Recently, a trend is 
arising in the field of Criminal justice that causes us to question the long standing 
methods of attaining a conviction: inmate exoneration. With 2015 breaking the record for 
most exonerations in one year, the count for total United States exonerations since 1989 
is above 1500 ( Gross & Warden 2012). This trend in increasing exonerations is due 
chiefly to our increasing understanding of DNA evidence. Previously collected DNA 
evidence can be used to link the alleged crime to a different perpetrator. While alibis do 
not play a part in all of these cases, studies have proven that a large percentage of those 
exonerated through DNA evidence has included some form of “weak” or no alibi. The 
use of a “weak” alibi to sustain a conviction has played a major part in many of these 
cases (Connors et. Al 1996; Wells et. Al 1998). Even when a “strong” alibi is present, it 
may not be enough to prove one’s innocence; for example, the case of Joseph Abbitt who 
was exonerated of his crimes in 2009. Abbitt spent 14 years in prison while serving two 
life sentences for rapes that he had not committed. He was mistakenly identified by the 
victims four years after the crime had taken place, and he provided an alibi stating that he 
was at work at the time of the crime. Even though his story was corroborated by his 
employer, Abbitt was not able to produce any physical evidence of his work at that time. 
His employer was assumed to be attempting to hide his guilt, and ultimately the flaws in 
his alibi were used as evidence against him. Abbitt is just one of the many stories of those 
convicted with an alibi that had not stood up to what the jury expected. Meaning that 
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truthful alibi is no clear confirmation of innocence, and in some cases may be used to 
sustain a conviction against you. While alibis have played a part in the sustaining of these 
convictions, there has not been a lot of evidence on the use of alibis until the past few 
decades. The research behind the psychology of alibis was originally added on to the 
research of eye witnesses (Burke, Turtle, & Olson 2007). As the field began to open up, 
more research was invested into the myths surrounding the criminal justice system. The 
increase in exonerations, coupled with the interest in alibis for the past decades has led to 
research on the inherent dangers of evaluating and generating alibis. 
Alibi Generation 
The generation of an alibi refers to the process by which the accused should be 
made to create an alibi for their situation. This process is laden with challenges. For 
example, a general consensus, among those in law-enforcement and evaluation positions, 
is that if an alibi were to be considered “true” it would be void of inconsistencies (Burke, 
Turtle, Olson 2007). That is, if an alibi is to be inconsistent between multiple generations, 
it would follow that the alibi generator is not telling the truth. This becomes problematic 
when examining further research into the process of generation. By a true alibi, we are 
referring to an alibi whose generation was done under the truthful pretenses.  By a false 
alibi, we are referring to an alibi that was purposefully fabricated in an attempt to deceive 
an alibi evaluator. Those with true alibis, who are not trying to deceive, are more likely to 
have inconsistencies in their alibis (Strange, Dysart, Loftus 2014). Alibi generators have 
a tendency to leave out non pertinent information, or even produce information they lack 
the ability to recall based on time sensitive schemas of what they usually do at that time 
(Olson & Charman 2012; Leins & Charman 2016). Those who are trying to deceive are 
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more likely provide (albeit false) information, which is willingly left out by those who 
are not, in an attempt to prove their innocence (Porter & Yuille 1996). The work of 
Culhane and colleagues, suggest that personal memory recall is more difficult during 
sporadic events like that of an interrogation (2013). Their work provides that a truthful 
recounting of personal information does not compliment the evaluators need for physical 
information which a deceiver would be more likely to introduce. That is, a deceiver 
would be more likely to introduce physical information about a location, in an effort to 
fabricate the story. Here, there is a dichotomy between a truthful alibi and a strong alibi. 
A truthful alibi, one that creates genuine recalled information, often lacks the qualities of 
an alibi that evaluators would rate as strong. Where a weak alibi is more likely to lead to 
a conviction, a strong alibi is more likely to lead towards an innocent verdict. The normal 
errors in truthful alibis created by human memory deficiencies are more likely to be 
detrimental to an alibi regardless of the person who is evaluating the alibi (Culhane & 
Hosch 2013). Therefore, people are not good at distinguishing true and false alibis 
regardless of their training in deception detection or their involvement with alibis on a 
regular basis (Meissner & Kassin 2002). The truth remains that, without intimate 
knowledge or firsthand experience, it is hard to understand the challenges behind 
generating an alibi or evaluating the truth of one.  In fact, evaluators are more likely to 
judge an alibi more leniently when given the opportunity to generate an alibi themselves 
(Olson & Wells 2010). This “alibi-generation effect” is due to a proposed understanding 
of the difficulty of producing a solid alibi. Kassin and Fong found that students were even 
able to create false alibis after committing mock crimes that trained participants were 
unable to distinguish from true alibis (1999). The alibi does not exist within a bubble, 
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removed from other pieces of evidence. In their attempts to discern guilt or innocence, 
alibi evaluators weigh the merit of an alibi with and against the other pieces of evidence 
provided to them. In understanding the difficulties associated with alibi generation, it 
should be important to note that the factors influencing those evaluating will have a 
significant effect on the perception of truth. 
Alibi Evaluation 
The evaluation of an alibi is the second complicated process, by which we 
determine the strength or weakness of an alibi in regards to the probability of its 
truthfulness. For an alibi to be “strong”, we would expect that it would have a high 
degree of believability and therefore increase its utility for its expressed purpose. The 
proposed taxonomy for the “strength” of alibis outlined by Olson and Wells puts a focus 
on physical evidence in conjunction with the alibi to determine its strength (2004). That 
is, the strength can only be determined with what can be corroborated; things like 
witnesses and physical evidence like checks. The harder to fabricate these things are the 
more likely that they will assist the strength of the alibi. Therefore, a non-personal 
corroborator of an alibi is more likely to increase the strength of the alibi. However, more 
research is being done on the evaluation of the alibi with other factors taken into account. 
For example, Olson and Wells suggested in their taxonomy that a witness with a 
salacious connection to the alibi generator has a high chance of affecting the perceived 
strength of the alibi, but research also suggest that the salaciousness included in the alibi 
alone is enough to change credibility and character perception (Allison et. Al 2014). An 
evaluator, when exposed to salacious material, is more likely to favorably judge a 
salacious alibi (Allison et. Al 2012). The factor of “salaciousness” therefore can change 
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the perception of an alibi regardless of its applicability to a case. However, the degree 
with which someone attributes salaciousness is subjective to each person. In the absence 
of objective physical evidence, this bias changes the outcome of an alibi evaluation. This 
is a factor that has no bearing on the truth of the alibi itself. It should be expected that the 
information that is expressed in the alibi is where we draw the strength of the alibi, 
strength drawn from the credibility between the alibi and real world events. This is not 
the case. 
The context that the alibi is given in is also important in how the alibi is judged, 
ranging from who the person was that took the alibi to where the alibi was given (Price & 
Dahl 2014; Sommers & Douglass 2007). Those who had to produce alibis for crimes that 
they had been previously convicted for not only less likely to believed but also 
contributed less to the feelings of guilt that evaluators had when determining them guilty 
(Allison & Brimacombe 2010). These mitigating factors can undoubtedly change the alibi 
evaluation. The existence of these factors can prove fairly troubling when coupled with 
evidence that mock jurors with negative views of alibis in general are more likely to 
produce a guilty verdict (Jung, Allison, Bohn 2013). In a way, the existence of these 
extraneous factors that have bearing on the alibi strength could ultimately affect the guilt 
or innocence of a person if ignored completely. To better understand how mock jurors 
relate to different factors, they must be presented in a way that mirrors a real evaluation. 
However, the label of the “alibi” alone is enough to cause preconceived notions of guilt 
(Olson 2013).  
The “deck” is, in a way, “stacked” against the generators of the alibi. The factors 
that judge an alibi as “weak” ultimately lead to the conclusion that the alibi is false. Most 
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alibi evaluators fail to understand the difference between a false alibi that has been 
fabricated and one that has been mistaken. Where a false fabricated story has been 
willingly deceitful, a false mistaken alibi is the product of a generators inability to recall 
information accurately or the production of information purely for the need to have some 
sort of information present. Evaluators are more likely to attribute inconsistencies to 
fabrication; outlined by the “alibi-generation effect” that was stated previously. The 
factors discussed above are of the same ilk: attributable to the falseness (and thereby 
weakness of an alibi) by way of misunderstanding of the alibi generation process. The 
factors that influence alibi evaluation are what we hope to study, in hope that by 
examining these factors the criminal justice system may reach a more solid and just 
foundation for all those expected to generate an alibi.  
Alibi Process 
We understand the difficulties associated with alibi generation, and that alibi 
evaluation is susceptible to mitigating factors that influence the perception of truth. 
Where do these mitigating factors find their way into the alibi process? To better 
understand the two processes that an alibi is involved with, consider the model utilized by 
Burke, Turtle and Olson based of the alibi process outlined in previous studies pictured in 
figure 1 (2007, Olson 2002).   
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Figure 1 
The generation of the alibi takes place within the story phase, where the generator 
must recall the experience on the date or time in question. As we discussed, the 
challenges within this phase are often related to recall memory. As opposed to 
recognition memory, where information is presented and the patient must choose the 
truthful information, recall memory refers to the creation and recall of past events. This 
information is extremely susceptible to additional information, in what Loftus called the 
“misinformation effect” (1999). This refers to the amount of misinformation that is liable 
to be introduced into a memory after any period of time when attempting to recall a piece 
of information. The reliance on schemas and everyday mundanity can lead to recognition 
of events often skewed by days or even weeks when it comes to the recognition of 
specific events. These are the same memory conditions that plague and mar the reliability 
of eyewitness accounts; however alibi generators are held to a higher level of 
accountability regardless of the problems with recall memory (Burke & Marrion 2012).  
 The validation phase refers to the checking of immediate information to confirm 
the truthfulness of factors that can be cross referenced. The heavy degree of variability 
rests within the believability domain. In this stage, the alibi is considered with other 
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evidence to determine the strength of the alibi and ultimately arrive at a decision of 
whether or not he alibi was true or false. As previously stated, the Olson and Wells 
taxonomy relied on the corroboration of the alibi with two main factors: witnesses and 
physical evidence (2004). The presence of this extra evidence to weigh upon the alibi is 
expected, but is often lacking. The average alibi generator will be able to provide some 
sort of alibi witness but often is unable to provide physical evidence to corroborate their 
story (Culhane, Hosch, Kehn 2008). Where an alibi witness does exist, it is often a friend 
or a family member. Because an alibi is often seen as easy to forge, the presence of a 
friend or family corroborator does not do much to the strength of an alibi. As Olson and 
Wells predicted in their taxonomy, an uninvolved alibi witness with no connection to the 
generator as well as the presence of physical evidence is the best indicator of a strong 
alibi. These are the two that are normally lacking. The evidence is not only capable of 
affecting the alibi; the alibi might in turn affect the evidence. A strong alibi may affect 
something as strong as DNA evidence (Golding et Al. 2000). Where a strong alibi was 
introduced to a victim statement corroborated by DNA evidence, the believability of the 
victims statement was considered less strong after an alibi was given with the additional 
input of a non-connected alibi witness.  
If there is a lack of other evidence, the evaluation must be considered on its own. 
This is the phase where personal biases often arise, where personal perceptions of crime 
are bound to make their way into decision making. Personal conceptions of alibis and 
those who generate them can have long standing effects as made evident by the fact that 
many of those first exonerated with DNA evidence had some sort of weak alibi that 
helped sustain their wrongful conviction (Connors et. Al 1998). Is it possible that a 
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person’s view of a certain group could influence the evaluation of the alibi generated by 
someone from that group? The corroboration of an alibi by an additional witness can add 
to the strength depending on the race of the evaluators themselves; non-Hispanic whites 
focus on friend relationships where Hispanics focus on family relationships (Culhane, 
Hosch, Kehn 2008). The biases associated with specific communities influence the 
believability of an alibi. Take, for example, that of the female community. Gender 
stereotyping influences evaluators to view alibis that fall in line with social notions of 
gender roles in a more favorable light (Maeder & Dempsey 2013). If a woman’s crime 
were to fall out of line with specific gender roles, her alibi would be stronger as opposed 
to using the same alibi for a different crime. If a woman were to commit murder, the 
same alibi for stealing would work even better. It should be noted that I am giving an 
example of gender related crimes not the severity of the crimes themselves. The same 
could be extended for race. Where a crime fits evaluators racial biases, an alibi would not 
be as believable. So, race and gender are mitigating factors that are not under the control 
of the alibi generator. Regardless of this lack of control, these factors still influence the 
evaluator’s perception of truth and have a bearing on the guilt or innocence of that 
individual.   
Communities and Alibis 
 The communities of gender and race are what may be referred to as 
“Transgeographic”, a term utilized to explain a non-geographic group characterized by 
connection through binding characteristics such as ethnicity, experiences, activism, or 
political beliefs (MacQueen et al 2001). These transgeographic communities (gender and 
race) have bearing on the outcome of an alibi evaluation. The focus of this paper is to 
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determine if geographical communities and the ability of an alibi evaluator to recognize 
the generator of belonging to said community will allow for any sort of change in the 
perceived strength of the alibi. MacQueen et Al, in their study of HIV patients, arrived at 
a definition of community: “a group of people with diverse characteristics who are linked 
by social ties, share common perspectives, and engage in joint action in geographical 
locations or settings” (2001). Their definition had a focus on the locus of the community 
as well as the social ties that inherently linked them together, in this case the ailment of 
being HIV positive. The locus (geographical location), was described as an important part 
to any community, with social ties being the thing that links a locus together. In this 
study, I wanted to focus on that of a geographic location to see if the social ties within a 
locus can affect an alibi evaluation. To do this, we must find a locus that fits MacQueen’s 
definition of a geographic community.  
 A college campus is an example of one such locus that would fit that definition. 
In this case, I am utilizing the University of Dayton for its ease of access. To connect the 
college community to Macqueen’s definition, we must place the University of Dayton in 
a geographic context. Simply enough put, the University of Dayton community makes up 
the area in and surrounding the immediate campus of the University. We would expect 
the community in question to live within that area. As eighty five percent of the student 
population live within the campus or surrounding neighborhood, the University of 
Dayton falls under this category (University of Dayton 2016). The social ties and 
common perspectives that link the University of Dayton can be found within the student 
lifestyle itself. One tenant of the University of Dayton’s Marianist Charism espouses that 
it seeks to create a learning community (University of Dayton: Mission and Identity).  
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The introduction into college lifestyle and living can create a unique sense of belonging 
which permeates the system of interaction within a college community (Pittman & 
Richmond 2008). Therefore, the University of Dayton’s Student community would meet 
the second requirement for a geographic community: the social ties. It is possible that 
these geographic communities have some bearing on the evaluation of an alibi in the 
same way that the transgeographic communities have.  
The Study at Hand 
It is this query that the current study aims to investigate, the effects of 
identification with a geographic college community within the context of the evaluation 
of an alibi.  Phipps et Al suggests that the community bond or “sense of community” is 
highest within the early formative years of the college experience (2015). Phipps 
attributes this early increase in the sense of community, or rather the decrease in the later 
years, to an evolution of need to break out from the community as the student progresses 
through their college career. This psychological sense of community has a direct effect on 
a member of the community’s interest toward social justice. (Torres- Harding et Al, 
2015). If a student feels connected to a community they are more willing to help that 
community fix its problems. Many students perception of crime on campus is higher than 
the real amount of crime (Chekwa, Thomas & Jones 2013). If the students feel like crime 
is a real issue, they will be more willing to participate actively in affecting it 
Undergraduate students would have a higher psychological sense of community 
and therefore a higher interest in the work of evaluating an alibi from someone in their 
community. The undergraduate students from ages 18 and up are also within the range to 
be chosen for jury duty. Special care should be taken to ensure that the focus of the study 
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be the geographic community that the undergraduate students live in. The alibi should use 
language that focuses simply on the geographic study of the college campus rather than 
reflecting on the underclassmen or undergraduate experience to invoke feelings of 
community. This is to avoid representation within the transgeographic community of 
college students overall.  
Methods 
Participants 
104 paper surveys were distributed to students from the University of Dayton Department 
of Sociology undergraduate classes (70% Female). Sociology students were chosen 
because it was easier to gain access to their classrooms. Students were invited to 
participate, however, participation was not incentivized or mandatory as part of a class. It 
should be important to note that of the participants 58% were first year students. 
Interaction with human test subjects for this project was approved by the University’s 
Institutional Review Board. All relevant materials utilized in both face to face interaction 
and survey materials were reviewed and approved prior to any testing.    
Design and Overview 
Participants invited to participate in the evaluation process of an artificial alibi by 
determining its strength. Participants were given an indisputable “facts of the case” 
document (Document 1A & 1B) with which they would compare their alibi. Document 
1A & B describe the commission of a property crime taking place in an apartment 
building describing an artificial Alibi Generator as the only suspect. After reading 
through Document 1, the participants were instructed to read the Alibi (Document 2) 
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generated in defense against the accusation of crime commission. The main dependent 
variable was the difference between Document 1A and Document 1B. Document 1A 
provided the facts of the case without reference to the geographical community of the 
University of Dayton. Document 1B had additional geographical markers that tied the 
crime to the University of Dayton community, as well as identifying both the alibi 
generator and victim as University of Dayton students. The expectation is that by 
identifying the generator and victim as University of Dayton students, the participants 
would identify more readily with both characters and therefore view the alibi as 
“stronger”.  The participants were then asked to fill out a brief survey utilizing a Likert 
scale to determine their interpretation of both documents. Document 2 was consistent for 
both groups. This was done to minimize the influence of the alibi itself. We wanted to 
measure only the changes brought about by the additional information compared with the 
alibi. Therefore, the alibi would have to remain consistent for both groups.  
Results 
To examine results, the Likert scale answers were codified into discrete variables and a 
qualitative analysis was done to examine the existence of correlations between those 
variables. For this study, we will assume that the existence of a p value lower than .05 
will correlate to the existence of a statistically significant correlation between two 
variables. Those participants who received Document 1A to compare to Document 2 will 
be referred to as the Constant Group. Those participants who received Document 1B to 
compare to Document 2, will be refered to as the Variable group.  Did the inclusion of 
references to the University of Dayton closely associate the alibi generator with the 
participant’s identification with that community?  It should be important to recognize the 
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participant’s identification with being a part of that community. Of the participants, over 
90% agreed in some respect to identify as a University of Dayton Student. The variable 
addition of the University of Dayton identifiers had little statistical influence on the sense 
of connection felt between the participant and the alibi generator as seen in Figure 2 (p > 
.05).   
 
Figure 2 
The sense of connection felt between the participants and the victim of the crime was 
equally insignificant. Although the sense of connection to victim and alibi generator was 
not reported, there was a change in alibi believability depending on if participants 
received the control or variable Document 1. Participants were more likely to rate the 
alibi as more believable when placing it within the context of the University of Dayton (r 
= .2, p = .043). 
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Figure 3 
From this, we can infer that the additional variable element played a role in influencing 
the evaluation of the alibi. Interestingly, despite the variable’s influence on the 
believability of the alibi, there was no statistically significant change to the participant’s 
belief about how a jury might interpret the alibi (p > .05). The most significant 
correlation of the data was between the degree of connection to the alibi generator and 
the believability of the alibi itself (r = .497, p<.01). Represented on the graph below 
(Figure 4), it is clear that that identification with the alibi generator is positively 
correlated. This study failed to find any significant correlations between the 
demographics (race, gender, and years in college) of the other factors tested for by the 
Likert scale questions ( all p > .05).  There was no significant qualitative data represented 
by the surveys.  
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Figure 4 
Discussion 
Did the participants identify as belonging to this community and did they 
identify the generator as belonging to this community as well? 
I set out, in this experiment, to examine the possible existence of a geographic 
communal bias in the evaluation of alibis. I believe that the University of Dayton was an 
acceptable example for the use of a geographic community. The degree to which students 
identified as connecting the University to their identity was consistently high among all 
demographics. If the definition of a geographic community requires identification with a 
locus and the social ties that surround it, the participants certainly met that requirement. 
Despite the introduction of geographical cues and explicit characterization of the 
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generator within the University of Dayton community, there was no statistically 
significant indication that those in Group 2 identified any more with the generator than 
those in Group 1. This could be due to the fact that the stigma of the proposed crime 
made it difficult identify with the generator. The problem with this is that there was no 
external group to compare identification from an outsider’s perspective. Because such a 
high percentage of participants reported identifying with the community, I lacked a 
statistically significant proportion to determine if lack of identification with the 
University of Dayton community was correlated to a higher or lower sense of 
identification to the generator.  
Did identification with the alibi generator lead to stronger alibi evaluations? 
Though there was no difference between groups in their identification to the alibi 
generator, those who did identify with the generator provided literature-consistent results. 
As expected, the strongest indicator of believability was the sense of connection felt 
between the evaluator and generator. That is, those who identified as being connected to 
the alibi generator were more likely to rate their alibi as believable. This is consistent 
with the existing data. Just as was found with the “alibi-generation” effect, those who 
identify with the generator were more lenient in their perceptions of truth. They were 
more likely to rate the generator as having a “strong” alibi. In the scope of this study, 
reported identification with the generator did not have any bearing on the degree of 
believability. However, those in Group 2 (who were given geographic indicators) were 
more likely to rate the alibi as strong. The presence of these two facts (the lack of 
correlation between the variable and identification and the presence of correlation 
between the variable and alibi strength) reveal that the presence of a geographic 
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community had an effect on the alibi strength, if not the intended one. In future research, 
I would hope to ask about the degree to which the participants identified with the 
situation of a property crime or more particularly with the identification with a property 
crime on Dayton’s campus. It is possible that the introduction of certain geographic 
indicators, while having no real physical bearing on the events described in the 
documents, allowed the students to identify with what it may be like for them to create an 
alibi. Before reaching the ultimate evaluation phase, participants likely evaluated what it 
may be like for them to be in the situation of the generator, and identification with their 
community caused them to be more lenient (without particularly identifying with the 
generator)  
 Is there any indication of bias found by these results? 
The existence of bias is often difficult to place, as reporting often involves 
multiple frames of self-reference with which the experimenter cannot account for (Oort, 
Visser & Sprangers 2009). It is possible that evaluators would be more likely to believe 
someone with whom they identify, and that geographic communities are a means to that 
end. In such a case, we could interpret a preference for those within that community and 
thus a bias. The current study is limited in that it fails to recognize other possible 
outcomes based around multiple communities. It is possible to identify with multiple 
communities, and even hold contrary beliefs associated with those you identify (Mashek 
et. Al 2006).  It could well be the case that, for those students that do not identify at 
University of Dayton students, identification with that community could cause some bias 
in the opposite direction. Participants could also have identified with the alibi generator 
on some other level. Though no race, sex, religion or creed was associated with the alibi 
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generator, identification with the situation of the generator could be enough to increase 
believability. 
 The factors that influence alibi evaluation are just as important as the ones 
that dictate generation. They are woven into the story of guilt or innocence that is likely 
to decide on the outcome of the lives of those brought into the criminal justice system. It 
is important to take these factors into account when deciding on future jury instructions, 
should we find that they have a significant bearing on our interpretation of the events. In 
this case, the alibi did not change, nor did the facts of the case. Participants, though 
varied from control to variable, were split in deciding the believability of the alibi. The 
handful of participants that were swayed to believing the alibi by the additional 
information could be enough to change a jury’s decision. It is this type of information 
that must be accounted for when creating legal policy on the topic of jury instruction for 
alibis.  
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Appendix 
Document 1A – Facts of the Case 
 
X has had her apartment broken into and her room ransacked. She submitted a report to 
the authorities on Saturday April 11
th
, 2015 at 8:34pm, noting that there was no sign of 
forced entry and that her door may have been unlocked while her she and her roommates 
were out to eat. Upon reviewing the footage taken of the front door of the apartment 
building, X and her roommates were seen leaving the apartment at 6:15pm and returning 
back to their apartment at 7:47pm.  Suspect A could be seen arriving at 6:26pm to the 
building. The building requires a key for entrance or for a resident to “buzz” a guest in. A 
is seen calling multiple rooms before being allowed entrance by an unknown tenant. 
After approximately 40 minutes, A is seen exiting the building. No other entrances or 
exits were recorded that night. A was contacted and brought in the next day for 
questioning about the incident. The following spoken alibi has been recorded and taken 
with consent from A on Sunday, April 12
th
 2015 
 
Document 1B – Facts of the Case 
 X is a student at the University of Dayton. X has had her Garden’s apartment 
broken into and her room ransacked. She submitted a report to Public Safety on Saturday 
April 11
th
, 2015 at 8:34pm, noting that there was no sign of forced entry and that her door 
may have been unlocked while her she and her roommates were out to eat. Upon 
reviewing the footage taken of the front door of the Stuart Garden’s apartment building, 
X and her roommates were seen leaving the apartment at 6:15pm and returning back to 
their apartment at 7:47pm.  Suspect A, also a University of Dayton student, could be seen 
arriving at 6:26pm to the building. The building requires a cardkey for entrance or for a 
resident to “buzz” a guest in. A is seen calling multiple rooms before being allowed 
entrance by an unknown tenant. After approximately 40 minutes, A is seen exiting the 
building. No other entrances or exits were recorded that night. A was contacted and 
brought in the next day for questioning about the incident. The following spoken alibi has 
been recorded and taken with consent from A on Sunday, April 12
th
 2015: 
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Document 2 – Alibi Provided by “A” 
 “I was headed to see my friend Mark who lived in that building. I would say I arrived 
about 6:30?  We had just become friends so I couldn’t exactly remember his room 
number; I knew it was on the third floor. I couldn’t remember which one it was though, 
and he wasn’t picking up his cell. I didn’t feel like waiting, so I started ringing doors and 
eventually someone let me in. I’m not sure who, but I wasn’t standing outside very long. 
I got into the building and went up the stairs to his floor. I hadn’t called ahead, but Mark 
and I had talked about me coming over tonight before we went out. My roommates had 
all left and had not invited me, so I just figured that I would come up and see him. I kept 
calling him*, but he wouldn’t answer and I didn’t want to go banging on random peoples 
doors and just hope him or a roommate opened the door. So, I popped in my headphones 
and started waiting. I became bored and just walked around the stairway a little, but he 
wouldn’t call me back. Eventually, I just got bored and left after like 20 or 30 minutes. I 
knew that it probably seemed weird, but I wasn’t just going to walk into his room if we 
didn’t know each other that well.” 
*A’s phone shows a record of (1) call to “Mark” at 6:20pm, and (2) calls to “Mark” at 
6:33pm. 
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